Abstract: Sanders (2006) and Hutcheon (2006) are among the many adaptation theorists who challenge the criterion of 'fidelity', and yet a frequent response to Martin Scorsese's Academy Award-winning film Hugo is that it is faithful to Brian Selznick's Caldecott Medalwinning book The invention of Hugo Cabret. This paper argues that in each case the medium determines a significant difference in the construction of subjectivity. The book's preoccupation with theft indicates a Lacanian concern with the origin of subjectivity and the implied author's subtextual guilt about his dependence on the work of another artist. The film's shift in emphasis to the necessity of relationships and family, however, parallels Kristeva's assumption that intertextuality is inevitable. As Geraghty (2009) points out, adaptation is by definition dependent on another text. Consequently, Scorsese's Hugo ignores the book's concern with originality and, at a time when cinema is again being repositioned by technological change, celebrates the continuity and heritage of the medium.
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The Invention of Hugo Cabret is a hybrid text: in its 534 pages there are only 26.159
words (Selznick 2007, p. 511) , accompanied by 322 pages of black and white pencil illustrations, movie stills and archival photographs. Described on its title page as "A Novel in
Words and Pictures", it is referred to by Australian artist Shaun Tan (2011, p. 6) as a 'graphic novel', by Clement and Long (2012) as a "semi-graphic novel" and yet, controversially, the American Library Association awarded it the 2008 Caldecott Medal, which is the United
States' highest award for a picture book. The illustrations do not merely render the narrative content of the words. The illustrated sequences that sometimes extend for 20 or 30 pages function like short silent movies, a feature highlighted by the Caldecott Medal judges' citation: "this tale casts a new light on the picture book form… Neither words nor pictures alone tell this story" (ALA, 2008) . So visual is the emphasis in the novel that Anderson (2012) says in reference to the subsequent film adaptation: "it's hard to believe Scorsese hadn't conceived it in the first place".
Hugo lives in an abandoned worker's apartment and in the spaces behind the walls of Montparnasse railway station in Paris in 1931. From the catwalks high above the busy concourse and through gaps in the station's clock faces, he watches the old man who sits all day behind the toy booth counter below, and he waits for opportunities to gather up any spare parts that are lying around. Hugo is trying to repair an old automaton. He wants tools, cogs, anything to help him get this "mechanical man" going again. He believes that if he succeeds, it will give him a message from his dead father.
The automaton was created by one of the magicians who became pioneers of the film industry in the 19 th century: Georges Méliès. It turned up in a museum where Hugo's father worked, but no one remembered how it had got there or cared. The reader is told in an early flashback that Hugo's father, a clockmaker, has seen automata before, but he rescues this one and tells Hugo that it is special. No mere mechanical singing bird, it has a pen in its hand and can write. Hugo encourages his father to repair it. When his father is suddenly killed in a museum fire, Hugo blames himself for having urged his father to spend so much time on the repairs and he retrieves the automaton from the burnt rubble. It is all that he has left of his father and becomes the central reason for his continuing to live. The automaton, then, becomes his father, and the potential source of meaningful language. (JOHNS BLACKWELLL, 1999, p. 312 ). Hugo's separation from his mother is absolute; she is not even referred to. Selznick comments that his readers often ask about this, and in early drafts he had considered including her, but she created narrative problems:
"Initially I looked for places to put her into the story…But every time I even hinted at her it demanded more information. The plot was like a machine -everything fits tightly as it is" (Reading Today, 2008, p. 13) .
His solution was to leave Hugo's mother out and hope that readers would be intrigued rather than irritated by her absence.
The old man at the toy booth accuses Hugo of trying to steal from him. He makes Hugo turn out his pockets and confiscates the notebook in one of them. It includes drawings of the mechanical man, which, he says, prove that Hugo is a thief. It is not revealed at this point that the toy seller is the retired film-maker Georges Méliès. He was the original maker of the mechanical man, so although the drawings in the notebook were done by Hugo's father, the old man feels entitled to ownership of the notebook, since it reproduces his creation. Hugo is devastated and calls the old man a thief. He follows him home after work, and eventually enlists the help of Isabelle, the old man's goddaughter, who is also an orphan, as an accomplice to help him get his notebook back. Méliès -a father by proxy, since it was his own father who took him to the cinema. And third, since Hugo's father is dead, both the notebook drawings and their subject, the mechanical man, are not merely connected in Hugo's mind with his father -they are his father. Lacan refers to the object in which the subject projects himself as "the automaton in which, in an ambiguous relation, the world of his own making tends to find completion" (LACAN, 1989, p. 3). Anderson (2012) sees Hugo as "both lost boy and fatherly inventor, Pinocchio and Geppetto in one".
Hugo's quest for the mechanical man is therefore a quest for the subject that is the original artist's creation. The 'I'. Because the mechanical man is holding a pen, Hugo is sure that his purpose is to get it working again so that he can receive a written message from his father. When all the parts seem to be in place, it doesn't write, however -it draws. The sole image it draws is that of the Man in the Moon with the spaceship piercing his right eye. Then it writes: it signs the image 'Georges Méliès'. The relevance to an author who is both writer and illustrator is clear.
Clement and Long (2012) The Invention of Hugo Cabret was contracted to Scholastic, the major publisher with direct access to the English-speaking schools market, and was therefore likely to be scrutinized as a potential text for study in the values curriculum. Perhaps as a consequence, the narrative frames Hugo's stealing carefully. The reader is told that it is only when Hugo's father dies and his alcoholic uncle Claude decides briefly to foster him that the boy learns to steal: "Uncle Claude taught Hugo how to steal, which Hugo hated more than anything, but some-times it was the only way to get something to eat" (SELZNICK, 2007, p. 126) .
When Uncle Claude disappears and dies, Hugo must steal tools and spare parts so that he can keep the clocks going, continue living above the station and restore the mechanical man that is now symbolic of his father as the centre of his life. Hugo's intention to steal a book is also motivated by a longing for his dead father, who always read to him. The slow reconciliation between Hugo and Méliès advances considerably when Méliès agrees to teach him some card tricks. When the story starts, Méliès is in complete denial about his own past.
He is just a toy seller, nothing more. So in passing on his tricks, Méliès revives his former career as a magician, and starts to become reconciled with himself as well.
Although stealing a book of tricks from the bookshop is therefore framed as understandable and possibly even forgivable, Etienne pulls a coin from under his eye patch, Before a closing sequence of illustrations that zoom out from the Moon, the narrative draws to a conclusion with the short chapter "Winding Up". Clement and Long (2012) comment on the multiple meanings of this title. In it, the first person narrator from the single page introduction returns. Since the words scattered across the intervening five hundred pages And with that line, the word text comes to an end and the invention of Hugo Cabret is complete. This conclusion lays explicit claim to the brilliant complexity of the narrative and the central image of the entity that has been created -the man that can draw and write, the character Hugo, the story he tells -therefore proclaims subjectivity. It is inescapable, however, that the pejorative connotations of the labels 'automaton' and 'mechanical man' compromise the triumph of the moment, and construct it as a clever magician's trick. Selznick the writer, illustrator and film historian has introduced the work of Georges Méliès to a generation of readers both young and older, who will not have heard of him. He has restored Méliès's reputation as an innovator, by creating an innovative text himself. But the lingering doubt about the legitimacy of his own art is due to its sleight-of-hand, to its dependence on the art of his predecessors and to the Romantic assumption that true creativity is original. He has claimed his own subjectivity, but he has done so in homage to, but theft from, the past.
It is this dilemma that Scorsese's film adaptation addresses. And it does so by shifting the focus away from the subjectivity of the individual to the creative potential of relationships and community. Although as Anderson (2012) Whereas the main accusation against Hugo in the novel is that he is a thief, his greater crime in the film is that he is an orphan. Terrified that he is seeing his own possible fate, Hugo watches unseen as the Station Inspector captures a child, forces him to admit that he has no parents, and then shouts, 'Excellent! It's off to the orphanage with you!' and then the child is bundled into the paddy wagon by the police. When the Station Inspector does finally corner Hugo, he doesn't confront him with those who accuse him of theft, as he does in the novel. He bundles Hugo upstairs to his office and locks him in the tiny cell that is like a cage for a wild animal while he calls the police. The note of triumph in his words to Hugo is both palpable and revealing: "It's off to the orphanage with you. You'll learn a thing or two there. I certainly did. How to follow orders, how to keep to yourself, how to survive without a family.
Because you don't need one. You don't need a family."
All the comic business to this point involving the Station Inspector's snarling but ineffectual dog Maximilian, and the complex mechanical brace on his left leg that gets caught on the departing train, drags him along the platform and later locks up and immobilizes him just as he works up the courage to approach Lisette -his whole expanded character suddenly begins to make sense. Depending on the angle of shooting, the size of the automaton keeps changing in the film. When Hugo is jolted awake by his nightmares to see it from a low angle watching over him, it appears adult size, and yet when he races along the platform to tell Papa Georges that his precious creation has not been lost, the automaton is swathed in a white blanket and appears in a long shot to be about the size of a baby or large doll. This continuing ambiguity that positions Hugo as both child and parent confirms family connections for him and is endorsed by the props master's comment that the automaton's enigmatic smile is modelled on the Mona Lisa's (SELZNICK, 2011, p. 155) . Although Selznick makes no attempt to draw a facial likeness between Hugo and the mechanical man in the novel, in the film its face appears alternately male and female, like the film Hugo himself, and its expression seems to respond to him (SELZNICK, 2011, p. 158-159 Scorsese's film finally rejects the concept of the artist as either thief or orphan.
Subjectivity can be claimed without the constructing of adversaries or guilt if the individual will accept it, because it participates in a continuous heritage that provides both an individual and a communal 'home'. As Papa Georges says when he assures the Station Inspector that the
